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THINKING BY PROJECT FOR DEVELOPING BUSINESS: MEMORIES FOR RE-ENGINEERING SYSTEMS AND 
RE-VITALIZING PEOPLE 
 
 
Abstract 
Doing business in a modern context means to be able to imagine and realize innovation as invention and also as little 
improvements. For innovating, the capabilities to organize and to realize projects are fundamental. But, before acting 
in projects, it is critical to be able to think by project, as a strong element of the cultural asset of an enterprise. 
Nowadays, enterprises almost exclusively think by process (processes give certainty) while projects are, in many cases,  
a necessary “incident” in doing business: an inconvenient to manage as a standardized  process. To think by project 
means to have the vision of the results of the project and to be able to see the organizational context as an environment 
to model and not to undergo. In the past the generations post World War were capable to realize the substance of the 
things (we named project); nowadays generations seems to be more dominated by the form of the things, what we 
named process.  The memories of the past generations could be the light for revitalizing people in the sense of thinking 
before acting in order to build something and help their firms to develop business. The paper discusses the item and the 
first perspectives for research, starting from an exploratory data collection on some basic aspects of the argument.  
 
1. INTRODUCTION  
Nowadays, there are two interesting trends in the enterprises: the need of research innovation in its different 
expressions (but all the organizational solutions based on process reduce the possibility to develop 
innovation); the need of people to revitalize motivation in working (but the enterprises seem not to invest on 
this aspect. Boldizzoni, Guerci, Quarantino, 2011). Without entering into the reasons of these trends, one 
question is fundamental: does it exist something that can satisfy at the same time the two needs and create 
utility to enterprise and people? Working by project is a factor that confers dignity upon man’s intelligence 
and can be one of the main factors for motivating; the thinking and the acting by project open the 
possibilities to discover and use situations and opportunities for innovation. The enterprises that understood 
this perspective, use the work by projects to favourite innovation and to revitalise people.  In order to find 
equilibrium between these two elements is feasible to consider the thinking by process (in search of 
efficiency and certainty) at the second level compared to the thinking by project and to use the logic of 
process to do well the project (Biffi, 2010). But are the enterprises, that firms that are not configured as 
project based organization and that are the majority in Italy (maybe in the world?), capable and available to 
think by project? We think no! 
After the main wars of the last century, during time, skills and knowledge have been created, developed, 
settled and handed down from one generation to another one. By talking with people that lived that period it 
appears  clear that the project management capabilities, hard and soft, have been developed and diffused 
according to the socio-economic development of our Country (and the others in a Europe that has been 
reconstructed). The processes of socio-economic reconstruction occurred in the last century as consequence 
of the two World Wars were faced by the great majority of the population with “inexistent” competences that 
were created on the field. At the same time, few enterprises, above all in military and construction industries, 
developed methods and instruments for organizing and managing projects: construction enterprises, by 
making their competences keener, organized and structured themselves as project-based organizations. 
According to Cicmil and Hodgson (2006), “project management emerged as a social practice in the post-
World War II development of technology and infrastructure. Although for many writers, project management 
has a much longer ancestry, traceable back to prehistoric times, the authors strongly oppose this ahistorical 
perspective, which, according to them, affords a spurious pedigree to techniques, models, and procedures 
that have existed in something close to their current incarnation for certainly less than a century. The 
emergence of project management is described in some detail by Morris (1997) and Engwall (1995), 
highlighting its development in practice through a number of major projects that can be traced back to the 
Manhattan project in the 1940s”.  
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Notwithstanding, the great majority of enterprises, once finished the reconstruction phase, hardened on logic 
of process. The mass phenomenon of organizing by process (fostered by Fordism and Neo-Taylorism) 
generated organizations that preferred standardized routines and encouraged the diffusion of the logic of 
process: the generational passages diminished gradually the spontaneous capability of making projects and 
people began to think more and more by process. Also the educational systems have concentrated themselves 
on this logic. 
It seems appropriate to point out that, in the last two decades, contradictory attitudes have taken shape since, 
simultaneously, on one hand, an accentuation of the standardization by process has been rooting and, on the 
other one, assumptions for an innovative revival have been created (new technologies, new ways for thinking 
the organization). Regarding the first point, we assist to the phenomenon of isomorphism in various 
industries, according to which, firms are moving more and more to think by process (it is easy to think to the 
banking sector). At the same time (second point), it has been noticed that the generation of innovation 
through thinking by project is an attitude that belongs not only to the so called project-based organizations 
(as construction companies), but also to firms typically organized in a functional form, that rely innovation to 
some organizational units: these attempts are also supported by technical education and training activities, 
but the results are just partial since the knowledge and the competences are not accompanied by the 
awareness of the “real meaning” of the projects.  
Starting from these assumptions, in the framework of Critical Management Studies, the aim of this paper is 
to critically examine a standardized way to manage innovation doing single project (traditional project 
management perspective) and not to understand the basic condition to realize innovation in a systemic 
approach: create an enterprise’s framework in which people are able to think in a project’s perspective.  In 
the paper, some criticalities in the way enterprises face the logic of the project and the discipline of project 
management will be put in evidence: the purpose is to analyze if these problems depend on a mistaken 
interpretation of the real sense of working in a project. We think that a sort of revamping of thinking for 
creating, typical of the reconstruction period, is necessary to go beyond the way of thinking for executing, 
typical of nowadays  compliance based period. We feel that this is the answer: to have an entire enterprise 
capable to make project is not to sum single projects in a firm (even managing a project portfolio system) but 
is to make a sense in the firm, building the context in which realizing projects, that is to have an 
organizational systems capable to think by projects.  
We have chosen the Critical Management Studies conceptual framework1 because it helps to put in 
discussion the main domain of business management, today specialized in “process design and management” 
in all its component (organizational enterprise assets; vertical or horizontal structural solutions; content in 
educational activities – i.e. develop team building capacities and behaviors to execute better the processes – 
and so on). It allows to recover the person putting it at the centre of enterprise systems; it proposes 
paradigms that oblige to think in  logic of discontinuity that is necessary to imagine the governance for a 
project based enterprise (see the following theoretical framework). The perspectives of the research on the 
item presented in the end of the paper will consider the approach specificity in content and method.      
The aim of the paper is to focus on an important issue that has been minor examined from a systemic point of 
view in the academic project management literature: how can we identify some common traits that may let 
us classify firms as project based enterprises or not? What are the models of governance and management of 
the so-called project based enterprises (PBE) and how people are crucial in developing and sharing a sort of 
culture of the projects’ life? In the paper we mainly want to arise the matter by putting in evidence the main 
details that contribute to compose the theoretical framework. Anyway it is still a work in progress and the 
findings are just preliminary, provocations to start to think.. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 An up-to-date framework on CMS and on its implications on business management perspectives is in  Alvesson, 
Bridgam, Willmott, 2009 
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The paper is structured as follows: in the second paragraph (Theoretical framework) we discuss the item 
providing a literature review (main authors), our perspective of the theme and the research questions. In the 
third paragraph (Research methodology & data collected), we introduce some elements about the tool used 
to test some preliminary aspects of the research questions defined and we make a brief review of some 
preliminary data collected, while in the fourth paragraph we illustrate some possible conclusions and the 
further steps of the work. 
 
2. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Today it is pointed out that working by project is a tendency more and more widespread and this seems 
influencing the management of the firms in a meaningful way: the need for continuous change and 
innovation leads the firms towards organizational mechanisms that have, as in project-based organization, 
features of problem solving (Biffi, 2010). This attitude is perceived, not only in firms where project 
represents the main organizational mechanism (Hobday, 2000), but also in other industries where thinking 
and acting by projects comes out only when important changes in internal processes are defined and when it 
is necessary to innovate the relationships with the market (Ondoli, 2010). Numerous authors (for example, 
Baglieri, Biffi et al, 1999, 2004; Frame, 1999; Maylor, 2001; Young, 1998) have noted the contemporary 
explosion of interest in project organizing and project management outside of its traditional heartlands in 
construction and engineering (Hogdson, Cicmil, 2007). An organization may choose that project-orientation 
is the adequate working form as a whole (as in a construction company) or only for some organizational 
units (as in the product development department of a manufacturing company, or the organizational 
development unit of a municipality) (Huemann et al., 2007; Turner, Huemann, Keegan, 2008; Lindkvist, 
2004; Biffi, 2008). This renewed interest in the projects does not concern just industries where firms 
typically work by project, but it embraces various contexts where project represents a sphere in which it can 
be combined effectiveness, innovation and continuous change. The underlying reasons are principally 
strategic and concern two contexts that are becoming critical for creating a sustainable competitive 
advantage, that are innovation and customer-orientation (Imperatori 2010; Galbraith 2002; Keegan, Turner 
2002; Sydow et al., 2004).  
This move is explained by many proponents and authors through the recognition of  “the project” as a 
versatile, flexible and predictable form of work organization, offering a distinctive break with bureaucratic 
modes of organizing (Hogdson, Cicmil, 2007). The image of the project as an universal solution to 
organizational problems has been established on the raise of specific techniques for planning, monitoring, 
and controlling, tried and tested in the operations of traditionally project-oriented industries such as defense, 
aerospace, and construction (Cicmil, Hogdson, 2006). Some commentators have begun to speak of the 
“projectification of the firm” (Midler, 1995) and “projectification of society” (Lundin, Söderholm, 1998) for 
explaining the expanding influence of "project-based work".  
Therefore, the firms that work by project can differ according to the degree of project-orientation, which can 
vary, in turn, according to, for example, the dimension, the number and the type of projects managed: at 
organizational level, these factors can influence the connection between the permanent organizational 
structure and the temporary one, linked to the project (see table 1). 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 
Denomination Definition Authors 
Project « Two types of project organisations: project led  organisations,  in which Hobday (2000)  
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organisation the needs of projects outweigh the functional influence on decision-making 
and representation to senior management, but some coordination across 
project lines occurs and project-based organisations (PBO), where the 
project is the primary business mechanism for coordinating and integrating all 
the main business functions of the firm (with) no formal functional 
coordination across project lines » 
 
Project enterprise « Project Lead Enterprise, that acts: single projects, a work program, an 
uncoordinated mixture of projects are managed with different logics and with 
a personal specific approach, or with a first attempt of methodological 
normalization at the level of single project and of resources sharing in project 
portfolio; 
Project Lead Enterprise, that thinks: it is concentrated on the need to start 
to think by project, on the choices of portfolio in linkage with the strategic 
enterprise choices: the methodology is overbalanced on the investment 
decisions and on the choice of project organization, and it leaves “white 
paper” to the operability. It is a logic that leaves the management of the 
project to the contingency; 
Project Based Enterprise, that acts: it is an enterprise that rationalizes the 
aspects of project management to three daily levels (single project, project’s 
resources portfolio management, investment’s choices in the portfolio). It is 
near to the pure form but it is missing the vision that orients to the choices of 
governance by project; 
Project Based Enterprise, that thinks and acts by projects: it is the pure 
form, that joins the capacities of acting by project and the capacities to design 
all the governance features in the sense of the project. People at the top, that 
know what means doing projects, think to the evolution of the factors that 
make favorable the context in which projects act (people, technology, 
relationships, structures …). » 
Biffi (2010) 
Project-based 
firm 
The author identifies four ideal types of project-based firms (organizational, 
precarious, craft, hollow) distinguished through two dimensions: the 
singularity of their goals and outputs and the distinctiveness and stability of 
work roles and task organization. 
Whitley (2006) 
 
Many authors have dealt with the theme of project management and many texts and documents, from 
textbooks and manuals to academic articles, have been written on the argument. The reasons can be 
identified in the research of continue innovation that pushes the firms towards the research of mechanisms of 
governance that could foster the creativity (Biffi, 2008) and, simultaneously, in the need of defining 
practices, standards, instruments to manage the project (in this sense, the definition of the Project 
Management Body of Knowledge -PMBOK- by the largest professional organization in this area, the Project 
Management Institute -PMI-, is meaningful: it highlights the “standards” for the field of project 
management). Therefore it is easy to single out a significant effort to develop and institutionalize “standards” 
in this area of management as a source of significant concern. Notwithstanding, the risk of “standardization” 
of the project and project management is evident to many: the project-related principles, rules, techniques 
and procedures form could constitute an “iron cage” of project rationality by which the work is organized. It 
is believed that a significant definition of standards could have dangerous implications for autonomy, 
creativity and discretion in contemporary organizations (Hogdson, Cicmil, 2007). Some authors have begun 
to dig at the foundations “beneath” the discourse of project management and have raised the need to 
introduce alternative theoretical approaches to the study of projects, and to identify the implications that they 
may have for how people organize and manage projects (for example, Hogdson, Cicmil, 2007; Clegg, 
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Courpasson, 2004; Kreiner, 1995; Lindgren, Packendorff, 2006; Packendorff, 1995). Hogdson and Cicmil, 
(2007) challenged the accepted conception of “the project” by “unraveling” the project as it has been 
“gradually constituted, reified and naturalized over time” (p.432). 
In this paper, we follow this orientation by claiming that the critics put in evidence by these authors, can be 
extended also to a system level. The project-oriented organization should have some characteristics, not only 
technical and structural, that distinguish it and represent the humus where it is possible to cultivate projects 
successfully. The project-oriented organization should be able to model itself continuously, adapting  itself to 
the contingencies that favorite innovation, both radical or barely perceptible. This flexibility is feasible only 
if there are people in the firm that own the “thinking by project” and act in consequence. This condition has 
to be fostered and supported by systems of governance and of management deliberately planned and 
implemented. Often these systems are sufficiently solid at an operative level, but they are not so concrete at a 
system level (Biffi, 2010). For governance of a PBE we refer to the ability of the enterprise to address itself 
towards the conceptualization and the execution of projects: this ability depends mainly on individual’s 
capacity of doing projects and on the operational mechanisms that favorite thinking and acting by project. 
The governance level refers to strategic management, while the management level refers to tactical and 
operational management (Figure 2) (Biffi, 2010).	   In literature there are a lot of contributions about how 
planning and managing single project and about how project-based organization has to be structured; on the 
contrary, there are few contributions about how people “live” projects and how it is feasible to manage a 
project in a context based mainly on processes. Following CMS perspective, we would like to understand 
how operational systems should be defined/re-defined in order to help people to bypass the perceived 
dichotomy between project and process present in process based enterprise and, at the same time, allow 
enterprises to take advantage of it. 
The main characteristics of the work by project can be resumed as follow (Biffi, 2010): 
• ability to define an operational objective that is clear, describable and measurable. 
• Ability to see the entire context in which the project will be developed, not only the technical 
aspects. This assumes much more importance when the project requires an horizontal integration 
among different business units.  
• Capability of the project manager to assume responsibilities, that implies also the capability of risk 
assumption. 
• Capability of the executives in the guide of the project manager and of the team; the guidance should 
be oriented to effective meritocratic criteria, and not influenced by power greed and opportunistic 
behaviors. 
Determinateness to go against standardized procedures if they are not functional to the objectives and the 
specific characteristics of the project (maybe, this is one of the main elements of thinking by 
project). • Presence of operational systems (planning, programming and control; information 
systems; human resources management systems) specific for projects, and above all, coordinated and 
horizontally integrated. 
• Characteristics of people in the team: accuracy and rigorousness (in order to be efficient) and 
flexibility (in order to be effective). 
• Capability of the management to see the project in its temporariness; this can influence the 
organizational structures, above all when the firm does not work by job order. Therefore the 
competences and the capability of problem solving should prevail on hierarchy and formality. 
Having an organizational context, where acting by project is effective, turns out in one of these options 
(Biffi, 2010): 
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• the prevailing way, according to which people of the team are chosen in a hurry and according to the 
contingency needs (for example, people that are more unloaded). This choice has few chances of 
success and the results depend on the contingencies.  
• The bottom–up strategy, according to which, systems that guide the work by project are placed by 
side of people. This strategy allows to create a preliminary thought by project, but often it brings to 
conflicts among people and business units. 
• The top-down strategy, according to which organizations are designed (structures, systems and 
people) by project. This strategy implies an organization that think by project, before acting. It is a 
strategy difficult to implement but it leads to successful results on the mid-term. 
Therefore the Project Based Enterprise is an enterprise that founds its thinking and acting on the capabilities 
of:   
• defining the organizational assets oriented to the project, starting from mechanisms of governance 
and of management (strategic/tactical level); 
• defining mechanisms and optimization systems of the entire portfolio of projects, either if they 
constitute a program or not (strategic/tactical level); 
• defining the methods and the technologies useful for an efficient and an effective management of the 
single project (operational level).  
 
Figure 1: Project-based enterprise (PBE) framework: logical structure and roles  
 
 
 
Source: Biffi (2010) 
 
In this context, we believe that what can help in the definition of an effective project-oriented enterprise is a 
more careful focus on people. Lechler (1998) states that “when it comes to project management, it’s the 
people that count” and Kreiner (1995, pag. 344), referring to the ontological dimension of the project, argues 
that “(projects) do not exist ready-made for us to scrutinize and classify. They are of course enacted, and 
thus «constituted by the actions of interdependent actors»” (Weick, 1969, pag. 27). All organizations are 
made up of people, they are “social entities” (Daft, 2004); much more central should be the role of people in 
organizations that think by projects. 
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It has to be said that, governed by the tradition of "natural sciences" (for example, systems theory), the 
project management body of knowledge emphasizes the role of project actors and managers as 
"implementers" narrowing their role to the issues of control (time and cost) and content (planned scope of 
work) and marginalizing their wider potential role as competent social and political actors in complex 
project-labeled arrangements (Hogdson, Cicmil, 2006). Often the human factor does not seem to be 
appropriately considered in a project-oriented organization: in a literary review, Huemann, Keegan e Turner 
(2007), state that just a limited number of researches considers human resource management among the key 
factors: moreover, if it is considered, usually it is limited to one single project in the simple perspective of 
people allocation. In this sense, people are considered as a part of the “mechanism” that realizes a project, at 
the same level of activities, time, costs etc.  
Otherwise, considering people in this way cannot be sufficient to complete successfully a project: 
organizations that work by projects have to be managed through a specific paradigm expressed through 
workers’ empowerment, contemporary orientation to teamwork and process, organizational change, 
customer orientation and networking with customers and suppliers (Huemann et al., 2007). In this sense, 
project actors and managers cannot be considered just simple  "implementers". From the point of view of 
people, already the characteristics of PBO turn out in critical individual competences and in the development 
of new ways of working (Imperatori, 2010), since working by project means entrepreneurship, autonomy and 
development of new business competences (Rousseau, McLean Parks, 1993).  
Moreover, the pressures that individuals face in a PBO, require the development of adequate competences, 
that will help people to react in uncertain and dynamic contexts. Thus, it is evident that, in order to work in a 
project, specific competences and attitudes are necessary: in the detail, orientation to problem solving and to 
creativity, decisional capabilities, competences in working in team and in the management of the conflicts, 
opening to cross-functionality and to diversity (Whitley, 2006; Imperatori, 2010; Hauschildt, Keim, Medeof, 
2000; Chen, Lee, 2007). Obviously, these characteristics will be more or less accentuated according to: 
• the degree of project-orientation of the PBO (see table 1); 
• the role of the individual in the PBO (see figure 2). 
The focus in the PBO should therefore move from a perspective exclusively based on hard variables 
(predefined goals, quantitative measures, emphasis on control, emphasis on structure, project manager as 
expert, no need for participation) to a perspective in which these variables are balanced with soft ones 
(emphasis on learning, emphasis on social process, project manager as facilitator, need for participation) 
(Pollack, 2007). Specific skills and knowledge are necessary in order that people could work successfully in 
the projects; these competences can be supported formally by the firm or they can be requested informally by 
the nature of the project2. Moreover, the single person must be mentally prepared for the project; the heads 
must have clear ideas about what can be asked to project managers and vice versa; the executives must be 
mentally prepared for organizational contexts that will be different from the traditional ones (Biffi, 2010). 
 
Therefore thinking by project is a multidimensional vision that must be acquired and kept during time; 
people have to be ready to share the roles of heads and collaborators that in many firms, process and 
hierarchical based, are completely different (Biffi, 2010). We could say that it is necessary “firstly to think 
by project and then act!” So, we can imagine a context of a firm in which dynamic capabilities are used at 
the same time when they take origin, in a sort of contingency mechanism of innovation in action favored by 
people that are able to think by project. 
The mind of the entire system of the firm is the meta-structure (Orlikowski et al., 1995): the agents of 
planning and of decision making are the first actors that must have the strong belief that choosing an 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 In this sense, the International Project Management Association (Ipma), one of the major association in the world for the development and the 
diffusion of project management discipline, points out the relevance to judge the competence and the capacity to implement project of a person who 
wants to be certificated as project manager more than evaluating the simple knowledge of a specific body. 
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organization by project is the right one for the business. General directors, steering committees, etc. have the 
responsibility of the governance of the firm: they must be able to think by project themselves in order to be 
able, successively, to orient, through their decisions, the management choices (Biffi, 2010). This way of 
thinking the enterprise would help to imagine and realize concrete innovation and to generate a sense of well 
being in people (they feel to be the protagonist of it). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Project-based enterprise: processes and actors 
 
  
 
 
Source: Biffi (2010) 
 
In this paper we focus mainly on two research questions that are : 
1. Do enterprises adopt project-oriented models of governance and management in order to create  an 
organizational framework that thinks and acts by project? 
2. Which is the importance recognized to  people in a project-oriented organization? Are they 
effectively supported by organizational mechanisms and systems in their thinking and acting by 
project? This is one of the presuppositions for being a project based enterprise. 
	  
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTED 
In order to preliminarily answer to the two research questions, it has been conducted an introductory analysis 
on a limited  sample. In the period November 2010-January 2011 a survey was conducted in order to collect 
initial quantitative data. The survey was distributed to 21 firms that had showed an interest towards the 
theme of project management. They all completed the questionnaire. The sample is composed as shown in 
figure 3.	   
In addition it  arises that 61,9% of the firms work in a significant way by job order (that is more than 50% of 
order portfolio), 4,8% for less than 50% of order portfolio and 33,3% does not work by order. 
 
SINGLE	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  GD/	  Steering	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  Project	  Manager	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Figure 3: Sample 
 
 
 
We collected just some preliminary data that allowed us to do basic statistical analysis.	   As regards the 
governance mechanisms that are present in the firms of the sample, from the data it arises that guide policies 
and methodologies for the organization and the management of the projects are present in 57% of the firms, 
confirming the attention of the firms to the technical aspects of project management. Anyway, policies for 
the diffusion of innovation by project during the processes are present in 38% of the firms; policies of job 
enrichment oriented to diffuse the logic of project also in routine activities only in 5% and policies of turn-
over that allow people to switch from routine activities (process) to no-routine activities (project) in 33%. 
A competence center for the diffusion of the culture of the work by project is present only in 29% of the 
firms (moreover, with responsibilities of planning and controlling more than of diffusing project 
management culture), so as policies for understanding the need of know-how on the project.   
Moreover HR policies for the selection and the development of project-oriented people are present only in 
38% of the firms, so as a project-focused path of career. Only 5% has a system for the evaluation of the 
organizational stress caused by the load of the project. Notwithstanding, 66,7% of the firms states that people 
in a project are very much important, so as their capability of problem solving (61,9%), of auto-organization 
(33,4%) and of risk taking (23,8%)3 (see figure 4): according to data collected, it does not seem that firms 
realize governance policies and management ones in order to support these ideas. 
Moreover, from the data it arises that less than 50% of the firms of the sample declares to do something to 
motivate people in the projects (figure 5). It is clear that the firms invest more on traditional factors, such as 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 It is curious to note that the last two characteristics, typical of the way of thinking by project, have a so low value! People count only as a technician 
and not as an organizational designer or entrepreneurs?  
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the definition of the objectives and the scope of the project (project-oriented) and less on people-oriented 
variables, such as empowerment, equity perceived, analysis of  people’s need etc. 
 
 
Figure 4: Elements that are thought to be important for the realization of the project 
 
 
Figure 5: Levers for the motivation of the project team  
 
 
4. CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER STEPS 
Object of this work has been: 
- at first, the definition of a theoretical framework on the traditional vision of the project based on 
technical aspects and the criticism to this model that does not consider the way of thinking by project 
(before acting by using technical methods and instruments); 
- at second, the definition of the emerging need to consider people as the expression of thinking by 
project, element that orients the entire enterprise to design governance and management systems 
ready for acting in project environment. 
From a first and simple exploratory research the main evidences are: 
1. the systems of governance and of management, even if they are sufficiently solid at an operative 
level in the firm, are not so concrete at a system level.  
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2. it seems that the firms are more conscious of the role of people for doing projects but it also seems 
that this awareness is not supported by project-oriented HR systems.  
We think that the presence of this logic and connected systems is weak or almost confined in some specific 
parts of organizations, while the people are theoretically considered fundamental (as a fashionable object) 
but this is not demonstrated in practice (think by project doesn’t mean to speak of project!). So, if these 
considerations are true, what are the elements that can develop a diffuse sense of the project life? And which 
are the perspectives for research on the items? 
To recover the past capacity to imagine project and to do them in concrete, the enterprises have two main 
actions: 
- to engineer project-oriented systems, starting from the ones of governance (before the management 
ones), so becoming “real” project-based enterprise and; 
- to revitalize the people in the organization that are bridled by processes, procedures, repetitive 
mental schemes.  
The research and the practices with their organizational routines and their procedures have to contribute to  
develop the “thinking” and the “acting” at the top of the firm, also with innovative and creative ideas, not 
necessarily based on the scientific certitude of the past, but directed to avoid phenomena of organizational 
myopia that history has fully documented (Catino, 2009; Biffi, 2010). 
In the future research, we will enlarge the sample and continue and deepen the statistical analysis of the data 
collected. Moreover we believe that it will be a must to analyze the competences of top manager (the meta 
structure) about projects to verify if they fit with their collaborators at which they ask to do projects and to 
verify the awareness of top manager about the opportunities that thinking by project represents. It could be 
important to demonstrate also  that the business performances of an enterprise that think by projects (not only 
act) are higher than the others. 
 
 
REFERENCES  
Alvesson M., Bridgman T., Willmott H., 2009, The Oxford Handbook of Critical Management Studies,  Oxford 
University Press   
Baglieri, Biffi et al, 1999, (first edition), Organizzare  e gestire progetti, Egea. 
Baglieri, Biffi et al, 2004, (second edition), Organizzare  e gestire progetti, Egea. 
Biffi A., 2008, “Rose e fiori del project management”, Economia & Management, n.1, pp. 47-51. 
Biffi A., 2010, PBE, Project Based Enterprise. Un modello per il pensiero per progetti e per l’azione nei progetti,  in 
Biffi A. (a cura di), Project Based Enterprise, Egea, Milano 
Boldizzoni D., Guerci M., Quarantino L., 2011, “Human resource management: evoluzione o involuzione?”, 
Economia & Management, n.2, pp. 85-102 
Catino M., 2009, Miopia organizzativa. Problemi di razionalità e previsione nelle organizzazioni, Il Mulino – Studi e 
Ricerche 
Chen S.H., Lee H.T., 2007, “Performance evaluations model for project managers using managerial practices”, 
International Journal of Project Management, 25, pp. 543-551. 
Cicmil et al., 2006, “Rethinking Project Management: Researching the actuality of projects”, International Journal of 
Project Management, 24, pp. 675–686. 
Cicmil, S., Hodgson, D., 2006, New Possibilities for Project Management Theory: a Critical Engagement, Project 
Management Journal, Vol. 37, No. 3, pp. 111-122 
Clegg S., Courpasson D., 2004, “Political Hybrids, Tocquevillean views on Project Organizations”, Journal of 
Management Studies 41 (4): 525-­‐547 
Daft R.L., 2004, Organizzazione Aziendale, Apogeo. 
Engwall M., 1995, Jakten pd del Effektiva Projektet, Nerenius & Santrus, Stockholm  
Frame J. D., 1999, Project Management Competence: Building Key Skills for Individuals, Teams and Organisations, 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Galbraith J.R., 2002, “Organizing to deliver solutions”, Organizational Dynamics, 31(2), pp. 194-207. 
Hauschildt J., Keim G., Medeof J. W., 2000, “Realistic criteria for project manager selection and development”, 
Project Management Journal, Vol.31, N.3, pp. 23-32 
12	  
	  
Hobday, M., 2000, “The project-based organisation: An ideal form for managing complex products and systems?” 
Research Policy, 27, 871- 893. 
Hodgson, D. and Cicmil, S., 2007, “The Politics of Standards in Modern Management: Making 'the Project' a 
Reality”, Journal of Management Studies 44 (3), pp.431-­‐450 
Huemann M., Keegan A., Turner J.R, 2007, “Human resource management in the project-oriented company: a 
review”, International Journal of Project Management, Vol.25, Issue 3, pp.315-323. 
Imperatori B., 2010, Configurazioni organizzative per una Project Based Enterprise:  Le persone al centro, in Biffi 
A. (a cura di), Project Based Enterprise, Egea, Milano 
Keegan A.E, Turner J.R., 2002, “The management of innovation in project based firms”, Long Range Planning, 35 
(4), pp. 367–388.  
Kreiner K., 1995, “In search of relevance: Project management in drifting environments”,  Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, 11(4), pp. 335-346.  
Lechler T., 1998, “When it comes to project management, it’s the people that matter: an empirical analysis of project 
management in Germany”, in Hartman, F., Jergeas, G., Thomas, J. (editors) IRNOP III. The nature and role of projects 
in the next 20 years: research issues and problems, Calgary University of Calgary, pp. 205–15  
Lindgren M., Packendorff J., 2006, “What's new in new organisational forms? On the construction of gender in 
project-­‐based work”, Journal of Management Studies, 43 (4), pp. 841-­‐866. 
Lindkvist L., 2004, “Governing project-based firms: promoting market-like processes within hierarchies”, Journal of 
Management Governance, 8 (1), pp. 3–25.  
Lundin R. A., Soderholm A., 1998, Conceptualising a projectified society: Discussion of an ecoinstitutional 
approach to a theory on temporary organizations. In R. A. Lundin, C. Midler (Eds.), Projects as arenas for renewal 
and learning processes, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston. 
Maylor H., 2001, “Beyond the Gantt chart-project management moving on”, European Management Journal, 19, 1, 
pp. 92–100. 
Midler C., 1995, “'Projectification' of the firm: The Renault case”, Scandinavian Journal of Management, 11(4), 363-
373.  
Morris P. W. G., 1997, The management of projects (2nd ed.), Thomas Telford, London.  
Ondoli C., 2010, Project Based Enterprise. Servono davvero buoni capi progetto? in Biffi A. (a cura di), Project 
Based Enterprise, Egea, Milano  
Orlikowski W.J., Yates J.A., Okamura K., Fujimoto M., 1995, “Shaping electronic communication: the 
metastructuring of technology in the context of use”, Organization Science, Vol. 6, N.4, pp. 423-444. 
Packendorff J., 1995, “Inquiring into the temporary organization: new directions for project management research”, 
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 11, 4, pp. 437–55. 
Pollack J., 2007, “The changing paradigms of project management”, International Journal of Project Management, 
25, pp. 266-274  
Rousseau D.M., McLean Parks J., 1993, The Contract of Individual and Organisations, in Staws B.M.,  Cummings 
L.L. (eds.), Research in Organisational Behaviour, pp. 1-43, Greenwich, CT, JAI Press.  
Silverman D., (eds.), 1997, Qualitative Research: Theory, Method and Practice, Sage, London. 
Sydow J., Lindkvist L., DeFilippi R., 2004, “Project-Based Organizations, Embeddedness and Repositories of 
Knowledge: Editorial”, Organization Studies, 25(9) (Special Issue edited by), pp. 1475-1489. 
Turner J.R., Huemann M., Keegan A.E., 2008, “Human resource management in the project-oriented organization: 
employee well-being and ethical treatment”, International Journal of Project Management, 26, pp. 577–585. 
Weick K. E., 1969, The Social Psychology of Organization, Menlo Park, CA, Addison-Wesley. 
Whitley R., 2006, “Project-­‐based Firms: new organizational form or variations on a theme?”, Industrial and 
Corporate Change, 15 (1), pp. 77-­‐99.  
Young T., 1998, The Handbook of Project Management – A Practical Guide of Effective Policies and Procedures, 
Institute of Directors, London: Kogan Page. 
